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in	designing	 this	 subject,	 outline	 the	 lesson	process,	 and	analyze	 lesson	evaluations	and	self-
evaluations	of	students.	As	the	results	of	analysis,	we	found	the	following:	(1)	Positive	evaluation	




between	goal	achievement	degree	and	 the	evaluation	of	 “the	purpose	of	 the	 lesson,”	 “being	a	
compulsory	subject,”	and	“a	discussion-centered	lesson.”







Graduate	School	of	 Informatics	at	Tohoku	University.	We	hope	 to	create	a	 fair	and	 inclusive	
society	by	developing	this	state	of	mind	in	students.	To	achieve	this	purpose,	we	designed	lessons	
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II. Basic Ideas and Viewpoints
	 Two	basic	 ideas	 informed	 the	design	of	 the	 lesson	process	of	 the	subject	 “Edu-fair/fare	






can	I	help	students	 learn	the	themes	related	to	the	subject	 in	depth?		With	these	questions	 in	
mind,	I	decided	to	get	away	from	the	“chalk	talk”	style	and	introduce	dialogue	among	students	
into	the	lesson.
	 The	 second	 is	 to	 examine	 the	 theory	and	viewpoints	 that	 facilitators	use	 in	designing	






of	good	 lessons	directly,	 I	sometimes	ask	students	about	the	most	 impressive	 lesson	they	have	
attended,	make	 them	 share	 the	 experiences	 in	 a	 small	 group,	 and	 then	move	 on	 to	 the	








of	 “lecture,”	 “workshop,”	 and	 “reflection”	 appropriately	 according	 to	 the	 lesson	purpose	and	
participants’	characteristics,	to	develop	effective	lessons.	Specifically,	there	are	three	combinations	
(see	Figure	1).	The	first	is	LWR	style	(Lecture	→	Workshop	→	Reflection),	which	is	useful	when	
the	purpose	of	 the	 lesson	 is	 for	participants	 to	gain	knowledge	and	understand	 lesson	themes.	
The	second	is	WRL	style	(Workshop	→	Reflection	→	Lecture),	which	is	effective	for	participants	
to	understand	difficult	 themes	not	 closely	 related	 to	everyday	 life.	The	 third	 is	RLW	style	
(Reflection	→	Lecture	→	Workshop),	which	 is	effective	when	there	are	many	participants	with	
different	experiences	of	lesson	themes	(Hori	&	Karube	2010,	pp.	56–60).
Figure 1. Combination of “Lecture,” “Workshop,” and “Reflection”
(Source: Hori and Karube 2010, p. 30. translated by author)
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	 In	 the	case	of	 “Edu-fair/fare	Mind,”	 I	 organized	 the	 lesson	process	based	on	 the	LWR	
process.	The	 lesson	begins	with	 the	 teacher’s	explanation	 for	 the	articles	chosen.	This	 is	 the	
“Lecture”	process.	The	next	 is	 the	“Workshop”	process,	during	which	students	are	required	to	
dialogue	 in	 small	groups.	During	 the	process	of	 “Reflection,”	 some	students	 are	 required	 to	
explain	the	results	of	 their	dialogue	 in	 front	of	all	 the	participants,	while	 the	teacher	provides	
comments	at	 the	end	of	 the	 lesson.	All	 students	are	required	 to	write	a	report	based	on	 the	
dialogue	after	the	lesson.




group	work	 in	 this	 lesson	on	 this	basis.	Table	2	shows	how	the	checkpoints	reflected	on	 this	
lesson.
Table 1. Checkpoints of group work








Table 2. How did the checkpoints reflect on this lesson?
Checkpoints	(Hori	&	Mitaji	2016) In	this	lesson
1)		What	 is	 the	position	 of	 group	work	 in	 the	whole	
lesson?
1)		Share	 results	 of	homework	 (students	who	haven’t	













5)	How	do	you	decide	group	members? 5)		Group	students	 from	different	research	 fields,	 and	
post	them	on	the	roster	in	advance.
6)	How	much	time	do	you	spend	on	group	work? 6)	About	40	minutes.
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read	 the	articles	 in	advance	and	 fill	 in	 the	necessary	 items	on	 the	 “Worksheet	 for	Dialogue”	
shown	 in	Figure	2,	 including	 the	 three	 items	titled	 “Impressions,”	 “Empathy,”	and	 “Question.”	
They	were	required	to	print	out	and	bring	this	sheet	to	lessons.
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40	minutes.	Based	on	 the	 “Worksheet	 for	Dialogue,”	 students	were	required	 to	present	 their	
“impression,”	“empathy,”	and	“question,”	written	on	the	sheet	within	their	group.	Afterward,	they	
dialogued	 freely	on	 the	main	 theme	of	 the	 lesson.	The	student	secretary	recorded	the	 topics	
discussed	in	the	group	on	the	“Record	Sheet.”	An	example	of	the	record	sheet	is	shown	in	Figure	
3.
Figure 2. Example of “Worksheet for Dialogue”






the	 facilitator	recommended	to	take	a	picture	of	 the	group	record	sheets,	as	the	theme	of	 the	
report	was	 “What	did	you	 feel	 and	 think	during	 the	dialogue?”	 every	week.	Students	were	
required	to	write	and	submit	 the	report	within	two	weeks	via	the	Internet.	We	designed	this	
assignment	so	that	 they	could	use	the	record	of	 their	dialogue	as	the	material	 for	writing	the	
report,	based	on	checkpoint	No.	7	listed	above.
Figure 3. Example of “Record Sheet”
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IV. Analysis of the Lesson Evaluation from Students and their Self-Evaluation
Method
	 After	all	 lectures	were	 finished,	all	 students	were	asked	 to	cooperate	 in	a	questionnaire	
survey	via	the	Internet.	Survey	items	were	composed	of	six	questions	concerning	the	evaluation	
of	 the	 lesson	 (Q1)	and	 five	questions	on	self-assessment	 (Q2).	 In	Q1,	 students	were	asked	 to	
evaluate	the	appropriateness	of	the	characteristics	of	the	lesson.	In	Q2,	they	were	asked	to	rate	
their	achievement	of	the	goals	of	the	lesson.	The	question	items	are	as	shown	in	Table	5.




















took	part	 in	 this	 lesson	via	 the	 Internet	 and	 two	who	were	 judged	 to	have	 inappropriately	
answered,	were	the	targets	of	the	analysis.














4. Relationship between goal achievement and evaluation










achievement	 level.	 In	 these	 items,	 a	more	 positive	 evaluation	was	 obtained	 in	 the	 goal	
achievement	group.
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Q1-1		the	purpose	of	this	lesson 10（26.3） 26（68.4） 1（2.6） 0（0） 1（2.6）
Q1-2　	a	 compulsory	 subject	 for	 all	 research	
courses 9（23.7） 21（55.3） 6（15.8） 1（2.6） 1（2.6）
Q1-3　lectures	by	faculty	in	various	fields 20（52.6） 16（42.1） 0（0） 1（2.6） 1（2.6）
Q1-4　a	discussion-centered	lesson 15（39.5） 18（47.4） 3（7.9） 0（0） 2（5.3）
Q1-5　	grouping	 of	 students	 from	 different	
courses 22（57.9） 14（36.8） 0（0） 0（0） 2（5.3）
Q1-6　a	discussion	in	a	mixed	group 16（42.1） 17（44.7） 2（5.3） 1（2.6） 2（5.3）
Note.	Numbers	in	parentheses	are	percent
Table 7. Number of students per rating for questions about self-assessment




fair/fare	Mind" 9（23.7） 27（71.1） 0（0） 1（2.6） 1（2.6）
Q2-2　	motivation	 to	maintain	an	 "Edu-fair/fare	
Mind" 10（26.3） 24（63.2） 2（5.3） 1（2.6） 1（2.6）
Q2-3　acquiring	a	wide	range	of	perspectives 15（39.5） 17（44.7） 5（13.2） 0（0） 1（2.6）
Q2-4　	developing	 the	 ability	 to	 communicate	
with	others 8（21.1） 26（68.4） 2（5.3） 1（2.6） 1（2.6）
Q2-5　	hoping	to	conduct	research	beyond	your	
field 8（21.1） 19（50.0） 10（26.3） 0（0） 1（2.6）
Note.	Numbers	in	parentheses	are	percent






































































































































































Figure 5. Relationship between goal achievement and evaluation of the lesson (1)
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Figure 6. Relationship between goal achievement and evaluation of the lesson (2)








3.	 	There	was	 a	 relatively	 strong	 relationship	 between	 goal	 achievement	 degree	 and	
directionality	to	“research	beyond	the	specialized	field.”	This	result	is	particularly	interesting,	
as	 this	 item	has	a	relatively	 large	number	of	responses	stating	 “not	so	good”	 in	 the	self-
evaluation	item.
4.	 	There	was	 a	 relatively	 strong	 relationship	between	goal	 achievement	degree	 and	 the	
evaluation	of	 “the	purpose	of	 the	 lesson,”	 “being	a	compulsory	subject,”	and	“a	discussion-
centered	lesson.”
	 Among	 them,	 result	2	 suggests	 that	even	graduate	 students	emphasize	 the	provision	of	
knowledge	different	from	their	own	specialty	and	the	exchange	of	opinions	between	students	of	
different	 specialties	and	backgrounds.	 It	 is	necessary	 to	 further	examine	 the	significance	of	
lessons	beyond	specialized	fields	in	graduate	school	education.	In	addition,	results	3	and	4	pointed	
out	 that	 students	with	relatively	high	goal	achievement	 levels	had	strong	directivity	 toward	
research	beyond	the	specialized	field	and	understood	the	purpose	of	this	lesson	more.	Of	course,	
we	must	be	cautious	about	estimating	the	causal	relationships	behind	these	results.	Students	who	
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